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NATO EXPANSION/Ratification

SUBJECT: Protocols to the North Atlantic Treaty of 1949 on the Accession of Poland, Hungary, and the Czech
Republic . . . Treaty Document 105-36. Ratification.

ACTION: RESOLUTION OF RATIFICATION AGREED TO, 80-19

SYNOPSIS:  Treay Document 105-36, the Protocols to the North Atlantic Jreb1949 on the Accession of Poland, idary,
and the Czech Rablic, will give the Senate's advice and consent to admittiase countries as full members

to the North Atlantic TregtOrganization (NATO). Details anerovided below.

DECLARATIONS (nonbindirg statements on issues raisgttte treay)

e Membershp in NATO remains a vital national secyrihterest of the United States.

e Adding Poland, Hugary, and the Czech Rablic will serve NATO and United States national segunterests § deterrirg
aggressors and ybincreasig stability, both for those countries and for current NATO members.

® The North Atlantic Council is the pteme decision-makmbody of NATO, it has direct rg®nsibilities for matters relatin
to NATO policies, and its decisions do notjuére the consent of grother international ganization.

® The new members will have full NATOghts and rgmonsibilities, and the Senate endorses the nonhjrattitical
commitment made to Russia not t@ldy nuclear wepons or station forces on the territmf these countries.

® |t is in the United States’ interest to deyeionew and constructive relationshiith Russia.

® |t is the sense of the Senate: that the ceptngiose of NATO is tgrovide for the collective defense of its members; the
Organization for Secuntand Cogeration in Eurpe (OSCE) is an essential forum for the discussion and resolutpmiitafal
disputes; and the Eupean Union (EU) is an essentiaganization for intgrating Eurqoe. It is thepolicy of the United States to
utilize fully the OCSE and to encogeathe EU to epand.

® The NATO treat allows ary Eurgpean state in position to further th@rinciples of NATO and to contribute to the secyrit
of the North Atlantic area to be invited foin NATO; NATO has an jgen-doorpolicy for new members who satjsthe
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requirements for memberghithe United States has not consented or committed to inyiteoantries other than Poland, Hyanny,

and the Czech Rablic; and the Senate will notgoort accession or an invitation todie accession talks unless the President
consults with the Senate beforehand and unless the addition, as well ag meetivershp requirements, will meet overatolitical

and stratgic interests of the United States and NATO.

® No action or greement other than a consensus decigiahdfull membersipiof NATO, gpproved ly the nationaprocedures
of each NATO member (in the case of the United States, ingltlitnSenate's advice and congenter on makig treaties), will
constitute a secugitcommitment.

® The Partnershifor Peace (between NATO members and some of the former Warsaw Pact countriesp@tantimind
endurirg conrplement to NATO that maintains and enhancg®rel securly by promoting common ofectives; NATO has taken
steps to stregthen the Partnerghfor Peace; the Partnerptior Peacgromotes the secuyiof the United States; accession of new
members to NATO must not undermine the PartnefehiPeace; and membergim the Partnershidoes noprejudiceprospective
NATO membershj.

® The United States, in discussions with formpedmmunist countries, should raise the issugagihg insurance benefits to
victims of Nazis that were npaid when forgjn insurance copanies were nationalized and their assets seized.

CONDITIONS (conditions are guirementgplaced on the Presideny the Senate gsart of the Senate's advice and consent
to ratification; thg are bindilg on the United States but not on other yresignatories)

1) The core conges contained in the 1991 Strgie Concet of NATO remain valid, and thepgoming revision of that
document will reflect certaiprinciples (for a list of thosgrinciples, see vote No. 107). The Senate declares that thpurpose
of NATO must continue to be the collective defense of the teruticall NATO members, and that NATO gdon a caseycase
basis, egage in other missions when there is a consensus @ittomembers that there is a threat to the sgcamitl interests of
NATO members." The Senate declares that NATO must contimuesoe defensglanning, command structures, and fogaals
to meet the collective defenseyprement. The President will beguired to submit a mort on the Stragic Concet within 180
days and at least two briefys will begiven to the Senate qmoposals to revise the Strate Concet.

2) Before deositing the instrument of ratification, the President will cgrtihat the inclusion of Poland, Hgery and the Czech
Republic will not increase the overglércentge share of the United States in the commorgétsdbf NATO; that the United States
is under no commitment to subsidize those countries’ natiopahegs relative to NATO; and that the inclusion of those countries
will not detract from the abilit of the United States to meet or to fund its miitaaquirements outside of the North Atlantic area.
Annual rgorts on costs, burdenshagjrand the status of discussions conceyiadirg new members will bprepared. It is the
sense of the Senate that the United States spmpgdse to reduce ifgercentge of the common NATO bugts ty 1 percentper
year throgh fiscalyear (FY) 2003 (it currentlpays 25percent). Unlesspecifically authorized i law, the United States will not
pay more to the common bgelts than ipaid in FY 1998. Before gnadditional countr is invited tojoin NATO, the President will
prepare a detailed port on thafproposed addition.

3) Prior to the dapsit of the instrument of ratification, the President will cetiifat the NATO-Russia Foundjiict and the
Permanent Joint Council createdthat Act do noprovide the Russian Federation with a veto or decision-rgakithoriy over
NATO policy. The Permanent Joint Council will not be used as a forum dotiagng or decidirg NATO's basic stratgy, doctrine,
or readiness, nor will it be used as a substitute for arms congatiatéons. Discussions will be ptanatoy only, and will not
compromise NATO's effectiveness. NATO will not discusy agenda item with Russiarior to agreeirg to a NATOposition on
that aenda item.

4) Intelligence reorts relatirg to the accession of these countries wilpiepared for the cogressional inteltyence committees.

5) Prior to deositing the instrument of ratification, the President will cgrttiat thegovernments of these countries areyfull
cogperatirg with efforts to obtain the fullegbssible accountgof cgptured and missoUnited Statepersonnel (see vote No. 108).

6) The Senate affirms theg@icability to all treaties of the constitutiomalbasedprinciples of treaf interpretation set forth in
the resolution of ratification for the Intermediate Nuclear Forces (INFyifdathirg in that treat will be construed as authorigin
the President to obtaingislative aproval for modifications or amendments to treaties thinangority approval of both Houses
of Corgress.

Those favoringratification contended:

We have a historic window opportunity to take stps which will secure Euggeanpeace and stabijitand which will lock in
the freedom and ingeendence wonybthe collgse of the Soviet Epire. By expandirg NATO, we will both brirg stability to the
new members, increase the stapitif their neghbors, andyreatly lessen the chance of another world war.

Twice this centyr the United States has had tghtienormous, blogdwars in Eurpe to defend its vital interests. After World
War II, an artificial dividirg line was cut throgh Eurgoe that allowed the communist Soviets to holdtiga those Eastern Eysean
nations that it held at the end of the war. The free nations of WesterpeEhemjoined with the United States in a defensive
military alliance, NATO, gainst the real threat of invasion. Those NATO members still had their differences,yopitttteem
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aside to meet thgreater need of survival.yBworking together coperatively on defensegood will grew which lessened old
animosities. NATO, more than ghing else in histoy, has broght peace and unjtto Western Eurnge.

Since the fall of the Soviet Union, Eastern Eagan countries have been gfgling to recover from communist domination.
However, not all of the citizens of these countries embrace western values; not all of them wish to settlputiesimdib their
neighborspeacefuly; not all of them are willig to makepainful, thowgh necessagt economic reforms. Some countries are ngakin
betterprogress than others. Dgte the differences within the countries, there ismmiet on which most of their citizengrae--thg
wish to becomeart of the NATO alliance. Russia gnbe in a state of disagratpresent, but it is still a lge land with a lage
population and amle natural resources. It will mwerful ajain. Eastern Euggean countries do not want to be left in limbo waitin
for that dg. Russia madevelg peacefuly, and have gen and non-coercive relations with itsgidgors, or it mg follow historical
practice ly attenpting to dominate or cajuer its ngjhbors. NATO membershimay be extended to grEurgpean nation, but will
only be extended to Eupean nations under certain conditions-ytheust be democratic, thenust gerate under the rule of law,
they must have a civilian-controlled militathat can perate with and contribute to NATO, theust have economic apdrsonal
freedoms, and tlyemust settle their dites with their nghborspeacefulyy. The desire for NATO memberghhasgreatly sped
theprocess of democratization and the settlement plitks in Eastern Eupe.

No one has denied that Poland, Hamy, and the Czech Rablic have made theolitical and economic reforms that should be
required tojoin NATO, but some havguestioned whether tigewill be able to shoulder their fair share of the burden, and have
suggested that United States will have to assunge Imew costs. We do not share this concern. Our gaksehave misintpreted
some of the estimates that have been made pfdfexted costs. The realiis that there is broadyjgement amanmilitary experts
that the commitment geiired of the United Stateyapproval of this treat will be relatively minor. In fact, may experts believe
that these countries are madsisuchgreat defense efforts that in a fgears thg will have better forces than manurrent NATO
members. Further, thgh these countries are nat members of NATO, tlyeare in Bosnia now, and in the recent showdown with
Hussein, when some of our NATO allies vacillatedy taépledged military sypport. The United States haspeoximately 100,000
active duy forces in Eurpe; these three countries have 200,000 active mrsonnel, all of whom are in Eye.

Another mgor concern of manSenators whoppose this treatis that it will cause increased militarism in Russia. We believe
that the pposite is true. Epandirg NATO to include Eastern Eype will remove theoossibility that Russia will be able to dominate
it by force. Militaristic forces in Russia who pmto rebuild the Soviet Epire will thus be unable to win pport from thegeneral
population, because Russians will know those forcepuanguirg an inpossible cause. Fandirg NATO will help demaocratic,
free-market reformers in Rusgiarsue their genda ly makirg a militaristic genda inpossible. Additionait, Russia-United States
cogperation has been pandirg at the same time as the NATOpaxsionprocess has been mowgiforward.

Thouwgh there iggeneral greement amamthis treay's sypporters that NATO m@have to take action outside of the borders of
its members, there is hot mualr@ement on the size of the threat that shptddnpt such action. Some Senators, and the Clinton
Administration, tend toward the view that NATOghti to be involved inpeacekeping” operations around the world even when
the threats to Eupean stabiliy are fairly remote; other Senators whgart this treag believe vey strorgly that it should oy
take action outside of its terrifowhen the threat is lgg and imminent. The consensus view agibe treag's sypporters is that
NATO allies, in each situation, will be able to determine NATO's role. The fiteatf, and this resolution, do not commit the
countries to aything more than their territorial defense.

The admission of these three countries has gigen vey careful consideration. It has beepears since the Berlin Wall came
down,yet to date no new nations have been added. Reforms have been demanded first. The Sgna&elBtiozis Committee
has held 12 heawys over thepast 4years on the sydct. Lastyear, the Senate created the NATO eaarentgroup which included
28 Senators. Thagroup has held 17 meetjs with Administration officials as well as witholitical and militay leaders from
Eurgoe. More than half of all Senators have been involved in hgsaaind ngotiations on the admission of Poland, Idary, and
the Czech Raublic and in determinigp the terms of that admission. The Senate hagjimeh a rubberstamto the Clinton
Administration'sproposal--it has gent 9 months revismthe proposed resolution of ratification to make it apdle. Numerous
declarations and bindjrconditions have been added.

The admission of these three countries has been endorsatlliving former Secretaries of Statey bumerous former
Secretaries of Defense and national secadvisors, and more than gixtag officers andgeneral officers, includigpfive former
Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staffpproving this treay will turn a newpage of peace in Eurpe's histoy. It will cement the
triumph of freedom and democrgand will stregthen the NATO alliance to the clear advaetaf Eurgee and America. We are
honored to have thepportunity to vote in favor of ratification.

Those opposingatification contended:
Argument 1:

Ratifying this treay will appear to be a hostile act to Russia, and we fgab&lieve that it will be ght to have that view. Our
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colleagues talk about how this trgawill help calm and unif Eurgoe, and about how tliedo not intend anthreat to Russia. The
arequite right on all scores--it will be hglul in Eurgpe, and thg do not intend to threaten Russia. However, those facts are not
what is imrportant to this debate. The portant fact is that goandirg NATO will threaten Russia, whether intentiogadr not, and

will harm Russia's secuyitRussia is in a vgrunstable situation gresent. It could easilsuffer further disintgration and civil
warfare. It is under tremendopeessure internafl and faces some external threats as well, such as in its southegioois re
Pushirg the borders of NATO, which was its milifa€old War enety, toward its current nearidefenseless border, is a hostile
expansion, because it is anpegssion of distrust. Russians will see it, corygets an effort to kgeRussia military weak, and the

will fear that NATO countries will back efforts to cause further digjratton of Russia.

This treatment is unfair. Russia is free because it hasheeful, bloodless revolution get rid of communism. The West
withstood communism with militgrstrergth until thepegole under the Soviet game, both in Eastern Eype and in Russia,
discarded it. Russia frgetelinquished Eastern Eupe, and it chose democsache Russiapele need our helto rebuild their
country instead of havig a militaty alliance, driven  lingering distrust and enmjt shoved closer to their border.

Much more inportantly, from the view of naked self-interest, this treatment is alpattolagically foolhardy. Russia's
conventional forces are virtuglhonexistent. It has tenuous control ovegdexanses of its territgr and faces internal and
external challeges to that control. It has a weak demognaith strorg totalitarian elementsying to retake control. It also still has
the world's lagest nuclear arsenal. Threategnand weakenig Russia lp expandirg NATO, in our ginion, mg result inpart of
that arsenal begqused, in defense or to lash out, and could even lead to a full-scale nucleagexCharcollegues, and our
Eurgpean allies, are tpped in a Cold War mentalit They are threatengpnRussia, and therghiurther destabilizig it. The end result
could be nuclear war. We believe that this yestextremef dargerous, and @we our collegues to rgect it.

Argument 2:

We aree with the above gument, and add that NATO and the United States' national seoteiests are begundermined
by the new roles that the alliance is lipasked to assume. NATO has succeeded because it has been a defensive alliance with a
vely clear, universajl sypportedgoal--survival. The need faroviding that defense has almost entirdisspated. Some threats
still exist, and should bguarded gainst. However, now that the imminent threat from the Soviet Union hapelisad, President
Clinton and some Members have tried, with some success, weddAT O's role into an internationadlice "peacekeping” force.
It was not degjned for thatpurpose, and there will alwa bepolicy differences amanpnNATO members if this neypurpose
becomes its main mission. In its first 5 decades NATO neveiptdin military conflicts outside of its members' territories, tjiou
there were hundreds of such conflicts. Now, dysreéssure from President Clinton, it is atfimg to enforce golitical settlement
in Bosnia. Throghout the conflict in Bosnia the United States has definfslored one side, and not all of its NATO allies have
chosen the same side. The alliance has hgkther so far, but gjaging in this type of conflict is bound to exacerbate tensions
amory allies and call int@uestion the value of NATO. Mgmew-world-orderypes who would like to create an international,
United Nations armto force countries to opavorld edicts, but who have been unsuccessful in cgestich an aryy are no doubt
pleased g this new role for NATO. As both a mattermfnciple and a matter gdracticality we are not. As a matter pfinciple,
we do not believe that the United States shopiiiat itself thepoliceman of the world, and browbeat its NATO allies intginegl
it enforce its decisions. Aspeactical matter, the Americgeagple will not provide the financial quport necessarfor it to take that
role. President Clinton hagitted our defense forces, gie ouryearly attenpts to add back fundg At the same time, he has
deployed them into conflicts around thkbe at hgher rates than at wiime since World War Il. The Bosnia mission alone, which
is gperatirg right now without cogressional authorization, is ugiall of the United States' militarcgoabilities in Eurge. Our
national secunt is beirg gravely weakened because we apersding so much moneon conflicts that do not threaten our vital
interests. As a result of oplaying world policeman, our forces will be much weaker if gat into another conflict such as the
Persian Gulf thagienuiney threatens national secwyrifThe resolution before us could haveressy limited NATO's mission to
its traditional, sole mission of defendiEurge. It does not. In fact, it contains tarage that could be used toport NATO
involvement in wars aqwhere in the world. Our main concern is not that thisyrbatatens Russia, but that it threatens national
securiy by allowing NATO to mutate into an internationgdéacekeping” force. We thereforeppose ratification.



